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1. Purpose. To inform States of the
Department of Labor’s position relating
to the approval of training for
individuals who reside in or file an
unemployment compensation (UC)
claim from another State.

2. References. Sections 3304(a)(8) and
3304(a)(9)(A) of the Federal
Unemployment Tax Act (FUTA); Draft
Legislation to Implement the
Employment Security Amendments of
1970 * * * H.R. 14705 (1970 Draft
Legislation), Unemployment Insurance
Program Letter (UIPL) 1276, dated July
22,1974; and 20 C.F.R. Part 616.

3. Background. The Department has
discovered that some States restrict the
approval of training to that which is
provided within the State. Since 1974,
it has been the express position of the
Department that such restrictions are
contrary to the requirements of Sections
3304(a)(8) and (9)(A), FUTA. This UIPL
is issued to restate this position.

4. Applicable Provisions of Federal
Law. Section 3304(a)(8), FUTA, requires
that a State law, as a condition of
certification for credit against the
Federal unemployment tax, provide
that:

Rescissions: None
Expiration Date: October 31, 1996

Compensation shall not be denied to an
individual for any week because he is in
training with the approval of the State agency
(or because of the application, to any such
week in training, of State law provisions
relating to availability for work, active search
for work, or refusal to accept work).

The expressed intent of Congress in
enacting this section was ‘““to act to
remove the impediments to training
which remains in our unemployment
insurance system.” (H.R. Rep. No. 612,
91st Congress, 1st Session 17).

Section 3304(a)(9)(A), FUTA, further
requires a State law to provide that:

Compensation shall not be denied or
reduced to an individual solely because he
files a claim in another State (or a contiguous
country with which the United States has an
agreement with respect to unemployment
compensation) or because he resides in
another State (or such a contiguous country)
at the time he files a claim for unemployment
compensation.

The expressed intent of Congress in
enacting this section was to remove
provisions of law ““which reduce the
benefits, or otherwise penalize workers
who reside elsewhere than in the State
in which they worked and earned their
right to benefits,” because such
provisions “are not only inequitable to
the individual claimant and injurious to
the proper function of the
unemployment system but inhibit

among workers a very desirable mobility
which is important to our economy.”
(H.R. Rep. No. 612, 91st Congress, 1st
Session 17).

5. Department of Labor Position.
Section 3304(a)(8), FUTA, prohibits the
denial of UC to an individual
undertaking training “with the approval
of the State agency.” In the 1970 Draft
Legislation, the Department stated that
‘“‘each State is free to determine what
training is appropriate” and “what
criteria are established for approval of
training.” As a result, the 1970 Draft
Legislation provided only suggested
criteria. Since then, the Department has,
however, required that States apply
“reasonable’ criteria for the approval of
training, and taken the position that the
refusal of approval of training solely
because the training is conducted in
another State would be inconsistent
with Sections 3304 (a)(8) and (a)(9)(a),
FUTA. (See UIPL 1276, Section (A)(4)).

Limiting approval of training to that
within a State would create an
unreasonable burden on an individual
residing in or filing a UC claim from
another State, with the result that the
individual would be discouraged from
participating in training. In cases where
such individuals cannot reasonably be
expected to commute to training in a
State in which they do not reside,
individuals would have no choice but to
choose between attending training or
receiving UC. This result would be
inconsistent with the expressed intent
of Congress in enacting the approved
training provision.

Further, Section 3304(a)(9)(A), FUTA,
precludes denial of UC to an individual
who files a claim or resides in another
State (or a contiguous country with
which the United States has an
agreement with respect to UC) at the
time he or she files a claim for UC. A
State’s refusal to approve training solely
because it is conducted in another State
is plainly inconsistent with this
requirement. This result is also plainly
inconsistent with the expressed intent
of Congress since it inhibits the
individual’s mobility.

Limiting approval of training to
institutions certified by the State Board
of Education, or a similar State entity,
also limits the approval of training to
that undertaken within the State. This
creates the same problems with Federal
law as discussed in the two preceding
paragraphs. States wishing to limit
training to certified institutions must,
therefore, provide for the approval of
training taken at an institution certified
by the State Board of Education or
similar entity in the State in which the
institution is located.

If the individual is attending training
in another State, sufficient information
must be collected to determine if the
individual is attending training which is
approvable under the appropriate State
law. For interstate claims, the authority
to approve training rests with the liable
State. However, the liable State may
adopt a determination by the agent State
approving training for a particular
individual or delegate such authority to
the agent State. In fact, liable States
should place as much reliance as
possible on the recommendation of the
agent State since the agent State is
usually in the best position to know the
individual’s personal situation and its
own labor market. Similarly, in a
combined-wage claim, the paying State
has the authority to approve training.
The paying State may also adopt a
determination by another State or
delegate the authority for approval of
training to the other State. Further, a
transferring State must transfer wages
and reimburse the paying State as
provided in 20 CFR Part 616, without
regard to approval of training by the
paying State. The paying State may not
refuse to approve training solely
because the individual has no (or
insufficient) covered wages or
employment to qualify for benefits in
the paying State.

6. Action Required. States are to
examine their current law, regulations,
and procedures relating to the approval
of training for individuals who reside in
another State or who have filed either
interstate or combined-wage claims and
determine whether the current law,
regulations, and procedures conform to
the requirements of Federal law. If they
do not, the State must notify the
appropriate Regional Office of the
Department of Labor as to how and
when the law will be amended or the
regulations and procedures changed.

7. Inquiries. Inquiries should be
directed to your Regional Office.

[FR Doc. 95-27101 Filed 10-31-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4510-30-M

[NAFTA-00278; NAFTA-00278C]

ABEPP Acquisition Corporation d/b/a
Abbott & Company Marion, Ohio;
Lafayette, Georgia; Amended
Certification Regarding Eligibility To
Apply for NAFTA Transitional
Adjustment Assistance

In accordance with Section 250(a),
Subchapter D, Chapter 2, Title Il, of the
Trade Act of 1974, as amended (19 USC
2273), the Department of Labor issued a
Certification for NAFTA Transitional
Adjustment Assistance on December 16,
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1994, applicable to all workers at the
subject firm located in Marion, Ohio.
The notice was published in the Federal
Register on January 3, 1995 (60 FR 149).

New information received from the
company shows that worker separations
have occurred at the Lafayette, Georgia
location of ABEPP Acquisition
Corporation, d/b/a Abbott & Company.
The workers produce wiring harnesses.
The Department is amending the
certification to cover these workers.

The intent of the Department’s
certification is to include all workers of
the subject firm who were adversely
affected by increased imports.

The amended notice applicable to
NAFTA-00278 is hereby issued as
follows:

All workers of ABEPP Acquisition
Corporation, d/b/a Abbott & Company
located in Marion (NAFTA-00278), Ohio,
and in Lafayette, Georgia (NAFTA-00278C)
who became totally or partially separated
from employment on or after December 8,
1993 are eligible to apply for NAFTA-TAA
under Section 250 of the Trade Act of 1974.

Signed at Washington, D.C. this 20th day
of October 1995.
Russell T. Kile,

Acting Program Manager, Policy and
Reemployment Services, Office of Trade
Adjustment Assistance.

[FR Doc. 95-27097 Filed 10-31-95; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4510-30-M

[NAFTA—00601]

ABEPP Acquisition Corporation d/b/a/
Abbott & Company LaFayette, Georgia;
Notice of Termination of Investigation

Pursuant to Title V of the North
American Free Trade Agreement
Implementation Act (P.L 103-182)
concerning transitional adjustment
assistance, hereinafter called (NAFTA—
TAA), and in accordance with Section
250(a), Subchapter D, Chapter 2, Title II,
of the Trade Act of 1974, as amended
(19 USC 2273), an investigation was
initiated on September 15, 1995 in
response to a petition filed on behalf of
workers at ABEPP Acquisition, d/b/a/
Abbott & Company located in Lafayette,
Georgia. Workers produce wiring
harnesses.

The petitioning group of workers are
covered under an existing NAFTA
certification (NAFTA-00278).
Consequently, further investigation in
this case would service no purpose, and
the investigation has been terminated.

Signed at Washington, D.C., this 20th day
of October 1995.
Russell T. Kile,

Acting Program Manager, Policy and
Reemployment Services, Office of Trade
Adjustment Assistance.

[FR Doc. 95-27091 Filed 10-31-95; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4510-30-M

[NAFTA-00470]

Seagull Energy Corp./Midcon, Inc. All
Locations in the State of Texas;
Determinations Regarding Eligibility
To Apply for NAFTA Transitional
Adjustment Assistance; Correction

This notice corrects the amended
certification on petition NAFTA-00470
which was published in the Federal
Register on October 5, 1995 (60 FR
52215) in FR Document 95-24774. The
Department inadvertently set the impact
date as May 18, 1994. The impact date
should be May 15, 1994.

The affirmative determination for
petition NAFTA-00470 should read:
““Seagull Energy Corporation, Midcon,
Inc., operating in various locations in
the State of Texas. The certification
covers all workers separated on or after
May 15, 1994.”

Signed in Washington, D.C., this 20th day
of October 1995.
Russell T. Kile,

Acting Program Manager, Policy and
Reemployment Services, Office of Trade
Adjustment Assistance.

[FR Doc. 95-27099 Filed 10-31-95; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4510-30-M

NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE
ARTS AND HUMANITIES

Cancellation of Program Panel
Meetings

AGENCY: National Endowment for the
Humanities.

The meetings of the Humanities Panel
scheduled for November 2, 6, and 9,
1995 and published in the Federal
Register on October 24, 1995, at page
54522 have been cancelled. The
meetings were to review Translations
and Editions applications, submitted to
the Division of Research Programs, for
projects beginning after May 1, 1995.
Sharon 1. Block,

Advisory Committee Management Officer.
[FR Doc. 95-27086 Filed 10-31-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7536-01-M

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

Membership of National Science
Foundation’s Senior Executive Service
Performance Review Board

AGENCY: National Science Foundation.
ACTION: Announcement of membership
of the National Science Foundation’s
Senior Executive Service Performance
Review Board.

SUMMARY: This announcement of the
membership of the National Science
Foundation’s Senior Executive Service
Performance Review Board is made in
compliance with 5 U.S.C. 4314(c)(4).
ADDRESSES: Comments should be
addressed to Director, Division of
Human Resource Management, National
Science Foundation, Room 315, 4201
Wilson Boulevard, Arlington, VA 22230.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
John F. Wilkinson, Jr. at the above
address or (703) 306—-1180.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
membership of the National Science
Foundation’s Senior Executive Service
Performance Review Board is as follows:

Anne C. Petersen, Deputy Director,
Chairperson

Joseph Bordogna, Assistant Director for
Engineering

Mary E. Clutter, Assistant Director for
Biological Sciences

William C. Harris, Assistant Director for
Mathematical and Physical Sciences

Constance K. McLindon, Director, Office
of Information and Resource
Management

Luther S. Williams, Assistant Director
for Education and Human Resources.

Dated: October 26, 1995.
John F. Wilkinson, Jr.,

Director, Division of Human Resource
Management.

[FR Doc. 95-27034 Filed 10-31-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7555-01-M

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

[Docket No. 50-245]

Northeast Utilities, Millstone Nuclear
Power Station, Unit 1; Receipt of
Petition for Director’s Decision Under
10 CFR 2.206

Notice is hereby given that on August
21, 1995, George Galatis and We the
People (Petitioners) submitted a Petition
pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206 requesting
certain actions associated with spent
fuel pool issues at the Millstone Nuclear
Power Station, Unit 1. The Petitoners
submitted a Supplement to the Petition
on August 28, 1995.
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